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Malpractice and Maladministration Policy and 
Procedure 

 

Scope: This policy aims to prevent and deal with quickly, thoroughly and effectively with 
any malpractice or maladministration in the development, delivery or award of 
qualifications and Apprenticeship Standards which Adalta Development Ltd (hereafter 
Adalta) makes available.  
 

This policy applies to all Adalta staff and associates involved in the delivery and 
assessment of qualifications and Apprenticeships and all learners registered for approved 
qualifications and Apprenticeship Standards. 
 

This policy should be read in conjunction with Adalta’s Complaints and Feedback Policy, 
Whistleblowing Policy, Special Consideration Policy, and Reasonable Adjustments 
Policy, Social networking and media policy. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1  As a provider of qualifications and Apprenticeship Standards, we comply with 

regulations which require us to establish and maintain procedures for dealing with 
malpractice and maladministration. It requires us at Adalta to take appropriate action 
to maintain the integrity of the services delivered.  

 

2. DEFINITION  
2.1  Malpractice: any deliberate actions, neglect, default or other practice that 

compromises, or could compromise:  
• The assessment process.  
• The integrity of a regulated qualification or Apprenticeship Standard.  
• The validity of a result or certificate.  
• The reputation and credibility of the Awarding Body.  
• The qualification or the wider qualifications community.  
• The confidentiality of assessment materials.  
 

Malpractice may include a range of issues from the failure to maintain appropriate 
records or systems to the deliberate falsification of records in order to claim 
certificates. Failure by Adalta to deal with an identified issue may in itself constitute 
malpractice.  

 
2.2  Examples of Malpractice  

The following lists some examples of malpractice, the list is not exhaustive:  
• Insecure storage of assessment instruments and marking guidance. 

• Misuse of assessments, including inappropriate adjustments to assessment 
decisions. 

• Failure to adhere to learner registration and certification procedures. 

• Failure to comply with requirements for accurate and safe retention of learner 
evidence, assessment and internal verification records. 

• Failure to comply with awarding body procedures for managing and transferring 
accurate learner data. 



 

• Excessive direction from assessors to learners on how to meet learning 
outcomes and assessment criteria. 

• Deliberate falsification of records in order to claim certificates. 
 

Examples of Learner malpractice could include:  
• Plagiarism - failure to acknowledge sources properly and/or the submission of 

another person’s work as if it were the learner’s own.  
• Collusion with others when an assessment must be completed by individual 

learners.  
• Copying from another learner (including using ICT to do so).  
• Impersonation - assuming the identity of another learner or having someone 

assume your identity during an assessment.  
• Inclusion of inappropriate, offensive, discriminatory or obscene material in 

assessment evidence. This includes vulgarity and swearing that is outside of the 
context of the assessment, or any material of a discriminatory nature (including 
racism, sexism and homophobia).  

• Inappropriate behaviour during an internal assessment that causes disruption to 
others. This includes shouting and/or aggressive behaviour or language and 
having an unauthorised electronic device that causes a disturbance in the 
examination room.  

• Deliberate failure to adhere to policies and procedures supporting registration, 
assessment, verification and certification of qualifications and Standards. 

 
Irrespective of the underlying cause or the people involved, all allegations of 
malpractice in relation to delivery and assessment need to be investigated in order 
to protect the integrity of the qualification and Apprenticeship Standard and to be 
fair to Adalta and all Learners. 

 
2.3  Maladministration relates to any activity, neglect, default or other practice that 

results in Adalta or a learner not complying with the specified requirements for 
delivery of the qualifications; as set out in the relevant codes of practice, where 
applicable.  

 
2.4  Examples of Maladministration 

The following lists some examples of maladministration, the list is not exhaustive: 
• Persistent failure to adhere to registration and certification procedures and 

qualification requirements. 
• Adalta registering learners outside of required timelines.  
• Unreasonable delays in responding to requests and/or communications from 

Regulators, Awarding Organisations or learners. 
• Inaccurate claim for certificates being made. 
• Failure to maintain appropriate auditable records, e.g. certification claims and/or 

forgery of evidence. 
• Withholding of information, by deliberate act or omission. 

 
3. PREVENTING AND DEALING WITH MALPRACTICE  
3.1  Roles and Responsibilities  
3.1.1  The Awarding Body is responsible for:  

• Taking all reasonable steps to prevent any malpractice or maladministration.  
• Ensuring it has written, up to date procedures in place for the investigation of 

suspected or alleged malpractice or maladministration.  
• Carrying out or overseeing investigations of cases (or suspected cases) of 

malpractice/maladministration to establish whether it has occurred.  



 

• Promptly taking all reasonable steps to prevent (or mitigate) any adverse effects 
arising from the malpractice/maladministration.  

• Keeping under review the arrangements put in place by Centres for preventing 
and investigating malpractice and maladministration.  

• Providing guidance to Centres (upon request) as to how best to prevent, 
investigate, and deal with malpractice and maladministration.  

• Taking steps to prevent any malpractice or maladministration from recurring.  
• Taking appropriate and proportionate action against those who are responsible 

for the malpractice/maladministration.  
• Applying appropriate sanctions in line with its published sanctions policy.  
• Informing Centres and other Awarding Bodies of the malpractice/ 

maladministration, as appropriate.  
• In cases where there is the potential for an adverse effect or strong grounds for 

suspected malpractice and maladministration the regulators will be notified 
immediately. 

• Reporting the matter to the police, where they believe a criminal act has been 
committed (especially where the malpractice has led to fraud). 
 

3.1.2  Adalta is responsible for:  
• Immediately notifying the Awarding Body of any incidents, or suspected 

incidents, of malpractice/maladministration as required by the Awarding Body’s 
policies.  

• Complying with published Awarding Body malpractice procedures.  
• Taking reasonable steps to prevent malpractice/maladministration from arising.  
• Advising learners of the policy on malpractice/maladministration during the 

induction stage of their qualification and Standard.  
• Being vigilant to possible instances of malpractice and maladministration.  
• Assisting with any Awarding Body requests for information.  
• Co-operating with Awarding Body malpractice/maladministration investigations.  
• Carrying out investigations of malpractice under the guidance of the Awarding 

Body. 
• Implementing any actions required during and after investigation into a case of 

malpractice. 
• Taking action required to prevent the recurrence of malpractice/ 

maladministration. 
 
3.2  Identifying suspected or actual cases of malpractice and maladministration  

Suspected incidents of malpractice or maladministration may be identified from a 
number of areas. Adalta may find this through its internal monitoring systems or it 
may be found through the Awarding Body’s own quality assurance procedures. 
Occasionally, incidents may be reported by a third party. Below is an indication of 
some of the trigger points where malpractice of maladministration could be 
identified:  
 
By Adalta through: 
• On-going quality assurance activity and monitoring e.g. internal verification 

activity.  
• Intelligence, complaints or feedback received e.g. from Adalta staff, associates, 

learners etc. 
 
At Awarding Body level through: 
• Scheduled quality assurance activity and monitoring e.g. faulty verification 

activity.  



 

• Intelligence, complaints or feedback received e.g. from learners, Adalta staff, 
associates, whistle-blowers or other stakeholders.  

• Information from other organisations e.g. other awarding bodies, sector skills 
councils or funding agencies etc. 

 
At regulator level through: 

• intelligence, complaints or feedback received. 
 
3.3  Reporting suspected malpractice or maladministration  
3.3.1  Adalta are required to adhere to set procedures in the management, delivery and 

assessment of qualifications and Apprenticeship Standards. Adalta have a procedure 
in place for preventing malpractice and maladministration; which all staff and 
associates are familiar with.  

 
3.3.2 Any suspected malpractice or maladministration should be reported immediately to 

a Director in writing to: 
Director 
Adalta Development Ltd 
10 Oak Gates 
Egerton 
Bolton 
BL7 9TQ 

 
This should be followed with a full written account and any supporting evidence 
within 5 working days. 
 

4. THIRD PARTIES AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
4.1  If a suspected case of malpractice or maladministration is brought to Adalta’s 

attention by a third party or ‘whistle-blower’, Adalta will follow the Malpractice and 
Maladministration procedures; taking steps to establish the facts of the alleged case. 
This will be done in writing to the third-party seeking permission to use their name 
and to communicate the details of the allegation.   

 
4.2  If the ‘whistle-blower’ does not grant permission to use their name, and the 

allegation still merits investigation, Adalta will advise the ‘whistle-blower’ that the 
scope of the investigation may be impacted but that Adalta will aim to preserve their 
anonymity.  

 
4.3   Where suspected malpractice/maladministration is brought to the attention of Adalta  

verbally (e.g. by telephone), then Adalta will request that the allegation is presented 
in writing (including by email) before instigating a full investigation. Adalta will 
consider, if relevant, how best to protect the informant during and after any 
investigative activity. 

 
5.   Adalta Review  

5.1  In a case of suspected malpractice/maladministration, the Director will review the 
information presented and, if there are reasonable grounds, decide on the most 
appropriate course of action. The action taken will depend on the nature and severity 
of the case, but could include:  

• Whether the information provided is sufficient to make a judgment. 

• Requiring an Adalta Director to carry out a more in-depth investigation and to 
provide a written report within a set timescale. This will be in suspected cases of 
lesser immediate risk or severity such as an isolated plagiarism incident.  



 

• Implementing Adalta’s Investigation Procedure, for example in the case of 
alleged fraud or in a case of serious threat to the integrity of a qualification or 
where Adalta does not have the capacity to conduct a full investigation.  

• Consider whether there is a risk of an Adverse Effect and the steps that should 
be taken to prevent this.  

• Consider whether the Awarding Body should be notified of the matter.  

• Inform the originator of the case of progress and timescales.  
 

The review will take place as soon as possible after receipt of the information and 
no later than 5 working days after receipt.  

 
6. NOTIFYING THE AWARDING BODY 
  In cases where there is the potential for an adverse effect or strong grounds for 

suspected malpractice and maladministration (e.g. cases with alleged fraud or 
serious threat to the integrity of qualifications or the Awarding Body as an 
organisation), Adalta is required to inform the Awarding Body immediately after this 
becomes apparent.  
 
The Awarding Body and Adalta are required to co-operate in full, providing 
information and taking any appropriate action.  

 
7.   APPEALS AGAINST MALPRACTICE/MALADMINISTRATION DECISIONS 
7.1  If the investigation finds against the individuals in respect of malpractice and/or 

maladministration and the individual does not agree with the outcome and/or the 
decision made, they can make an appeal against that decision.  
 

7.2 The appeal will review the processes taken to ensure that they were applied 
consistently and fairly. Anyone wishing to appeal should do so within 10 working 
days providing  

• Full name and contact details. 

• Reasons for the appeal and copies of any relevant documentation. 

• Any other factors for consideration such as extenuating circumstances.  
 
7.3  Maintaining Records  

All material collected during this process including the original information and any 
documents relating to the investigation will be kept secure. Information will be 
retained for up to 5 years.  
 
If the outcome leads to invalid certificates, criminal or civil prosecution materials will 
be held until such time as the case is completed and time allowed for any appeals 
to take place.  

 
7.4  Alerting the Regulators - The regulators will be alerted as in 6 above. 

 
7.5 Alerting other Awarding Bodies - Regulations require that other Awarding Bodies  

are notified of cases of malpractice/maladministration where these cases are likely  
to impact on the other Awarding Body(s).  
 

8.   EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY  
8.1 Our policies are developed and delivered in line with our Equality and Diversity 

Policy.   
 



 

9.    CONFIDENTIALITY AND INFORMATION SHARING 
We will only share information as outlined in our Data Privacy Notice. 

 
10. COMPLAINTS  
 Anyone can make a complaint about the service that they have received in  

relation to this policy – see our Complaints and Feedback Policy.   
 

11. MONITORING & ACCOUNTABILITY 
 Progress of all cases of suspected malpractice or maladministration will be 

monitored by an Adalta Director in collaboration with the relevant Awarding Body. 
 

12. REVIEW 
We will carry out a fundamental review of this policy every three years or sooner 
subject to legal or regulatory changes; or in response to internal changes.  


